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^ The following questions are elaborated o"n in this 

speech: (1) Is the discretionary power of foipal boards of education 
being eroded? (2) If so, has some bf that; power been shifted upward . 
to tnei^tate and federal legislative brancl\es of. government? (3) What 
is the current status of involvement of the^^diciary in the making 
of educational decisions, particularly as relat^ to the running of 
schools and the local level?, and .(^) Is the involv^ent of the 
judges J. given the , present social setting in which eSuqational 
decisions are being made-^ out pf proportion with ;the prappsition that 
the three coequal divisions of government (executive, legislative, 
judicial) are supposed to act as a^ checks^and-balance system at all 
times? j(Author/HLT) . > 
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rs*. • \ ARE THE COURTS DETERMINING ^POLICY'^' education position or policy. 

1^ M. Chester Nolte , • 

My assignment today is to peruse the questiofi, Are the courts determ -' 
ininft (educati6hal ) policy ? Since the.'answer is obviously in the affirmatives, 
this session could be> ended at once by admitting the heavy involvement of 
judges in the decision -making processes. The program jUanners,* however, must 
harve had. other questions ±n mind to occupy our time. At the risk- of being 
pff-target,. I will presume that they had in mind the following questions to 
elaborate on the basic question: ^ 

l.^Is the discretionary power of local boards of education being / 
eroded ? ^ > • 

' ^ »2. If so, has some of that power been shifted upward to thfe state ami 
federal legislative branches of government? ^ , ^ - ^ 

3. Tfliat is the current status of involvement of the judiciary in the 
making of educational decisions, particularly as related to the running of 
schools at the local level? and ^ 

4. Is the involvement of the judges, given the present social setting 
ia which educational d6pis;lons are being made, out of proportion with the 
proposition that the. thr/lie co-equal divisions of government (executive , , 
le^'slative, judi|:ial) are supposed to act as a checks-and-balance system* 
af: all times? ' ; . ^ 
School Board Powers Erpd^d " ■* ^ ' ^ • ^ * 

, To begin: Is the discretionary power of local boards^ of education ' ; 

^ being eroded ? The answer to this question is affirmative: local bqards 

f^i Prepared for presentation at the annual cottVentlon of the American Associa'tiom 

. of School Administrators, Atlantic City, New/Jersey. February 21, 1976. 




were once quite autonomous, exercising their rule-making powers' ii full 
contidence that the courts would note intervene tq overthrow a decision 
unless it was patently ultra vires , arbitrary or capricious. Further, the. 
board .was- free within reason to carry out the rule in question— to exercise 
its executive powers so long as it ope"tated within its grant of power from 
the- legislature . Should it become necessary to sit iri judgment on what to 
do when a ^^le^was violate'd, Che board dould convene as a quasi-judicial 
body to act as judge , ^prosecutor and jury with little concern that its 
findings would be t;hrown out; by the courts. In short, local boards^of educa- 
tion were powerful Bodies, doing a vital and Important state function, and 
within: reason, they were left alone to carry out that purpose, ' 

Beginning in the 1950 Is, however, it was plain that local board powers 
were being challenged. For one thing, local- property^ taxes were beginning to 
reach confiscatory limits, and the districts were asking for additional help 
from the states to foot mounting bills for education.* It was decided that 
e/ery child should be educatid up to the limits of his or her capabilities. 
In the peaceful Eisenhower years., this seemed not too much to expect of ^ 
country that had won a major war.. Our re^sources seemed endless our optimism 
knew no bounds. Educators asked for and got more money from the 'state level 
When Sputnik shocked us into reality, we further improved tlfie educational ' 
offerings in the Sixties by * emphasizing quality for every child, A debate 
"rose on whether federal moneys should be made availiable to local districts, 
spite tile warnings that with federal funds goes federal control, it was ' 
:ided to mount a massive program guaranjtee every child an §qual educa- 
onaf opportunity regardless of' where that child might be' born. Since 



Eederal^aiJ was. typically categorical, local districts came into compli- 
ance in order to obtain the graut^ , and local autpnoHiy suffered. When a 
district accepted federal moneys, it agreed to"^ certain considerations — to 
teach, to^ccount for the money, ^to provide compensatory programs, and to 
come into iVne x^.ith Congressional policies. In effect, then^ some of the ' 
choices once ^enjoyed by local boards shifted upward to state and federal 
levels of government, and local boards had less decision-making power with 
which to run the schools. 

Then came collective bargaining. From 1961 on, local boards' either - 
choice or by mandate agreed to bargain with teachers *,^^grbups on conditions 
of work, wages, and hours of employment. Since collectivie bargaii>ing pr^- 

, - . . ■ / 

supposes that opposites across the tabp.e are equals > many^boards g^e away • 
the Store, Only 'today are they vainly trying to get those prerogatives which 
they gave away so freely back on their side of the table,. Although the courts 
were involved, in the absence of st state statute mandating negotiations, the 
courts- tended to protect the board's prerogative, although not in every instanc 

To say that the courts made boards bargain. would be stretching the facts. Out 

\ * ■ 

of 'the confusion created by bargaining xgrith teachers, the boards emerged with 
singed feathers insofar as their discretionary powers to have the last word 

was concerned, *| „ ^ L.i_ 

• ' * -J . 

Sometimes w^ forget the further erosion of board powers by the voluntary 
memberships which ^boards have xvith such organizations as the state activities 
associations, the national accrediting agencies , \ such as North Central, and 
with the various, study councjls tj which most larger districts belong. In the 
end, although theoretiically these memberships are voluntary, the end result^ 
has been to further ero^de the final decision-maki-hg power of local boards of 
education. Now that these agencies are being controlled in no small way by 

■ ■ \ : " . : . . ' . ■ 



eil|her the state departments of* education or the courts, it seems only fair 

to relate that boards have suffered the loss of considerable power which 

they, at one time exercis^ed without outside control. If quantity was the 

issue in the Fifties, quality in thfe Sixties, then truly it must now be 

the Questj- for power and resources which must characterize the Sobering 

Seventies for most local boards of education. 

Centralization of- Power Upward 

My" second question was this; If boards have lost power^. has some of . 

that power shifted upward to t^he state and federal legislative branches 

of the government ? This questioa, too, can be answered in the affirm-*- 

ative. As boards aslce(§ for and^ g<rt^ more' money from .both their legislature 

and t^ie Congress,, it was obvious^ that th^y v/ere givir\g ^vr.'^.y what^ amounted ; 

to the right cto make independent decisioijis apart from outside sources of 

that power; In effect.- they became" fiscally dependent branches "^f the 

hierarchy, stalling their educaticyfiar futjires on their continuing associ- 

* i "* ■ ' ■ ■ ■ 

atibns with the centralized power from whence came the dollars. Part of 

the problem vza^? the antiquated; system by which local educational bills axe 

paid, in practice, from the property tax^s raised and\spent within the local 

district. But mounting inflation, rising costs, a wave of pt^t-war babies. 



and war-created housing shortages plagued the board, and caused it to 
accede to cons traints which It would nevet have ^dbne had it been able to 
stand on its own two fiscal f^et. Absent that prerogative, -local boards 
continued to operate but with more and more control' from above. It would 
seem theirefore tinfair to lay all this loss of f)Ower at the feed of the 
judiciary, even though the judges were deep into jucficiat .activism frbm'^ 
the Brown case on. 



Present Status of Judicrary ' ; • ' • ' , 

> » • - — L:, ■ , L • . _ • _ _ ^ ? _ 

V ^ My th'ird question, then, is this: What is the \!urrent status o£ « 

Involvement^of the judiciary in the makinp; of edticational decisions / - 

particularly as related to the run'niri^ of schools at^the local level ? 

Between 1953 and JL969, the Warren Court decided some three dozen education 

cases, more than any|other court before it had handled. Prior to the Brown 

dGclsion in 1954, the^High Court had held to a patter^n of judicial restraint / 

©O.the theory that states should be lefjt alone in exercising their police 

powers ^frVhich. -education^ was but one.^ In 1873, the Court laid down , its 

chief lodestar: (We reject any interpretationof the Fourteenth Amendment) 

which "would' constitute this Court a perpetual censor upon all legislation''; 

^^of the states." Slaughter-House Cases , 16 Wallace 36, 1873, Again and again, 

,,^he Court in the late 19th century held that "the legislatures are the ex- ^ 

elusive judges *of what is right and proper" ( Munn Vo Peo^^le of Illinois ; 

' . . ' ^ , •" * ' ^ ' ■ 

94 U.S. 113, 1877), and opined that "we know that? this (legislative power^ 

■ . :« ^ , ■ 

of the states) may be abused; but that is no argument Against its existence. 

For protection against abuses by legislatures, the people must res^ort to • • • 

the polls, not to the courts."^ (Id.)^^ 

The doctrine of uon-interferGnce had to give way, however,* before the 

-need-^te-t^gul-ate-bl^b^ti^ines^ r I n s u b^equ^fc-~Gas^ss ^Hu^L^o^^ „ , 



Califorlaia , 1-lQ U.S. 516 , 1884 ; duller v. 0regon r- 208-U>Sir 412.^ t\ie~ ' — 

Supreme Court put the" istate^s on notice that "every spdcies of State legislation, 
whether .dealing with .pr6*cedural or substantive matters, "'was subject to . 
scrutitiy "when thef question of essential, justice is raised/' v . 

\j Some of the cases strengthened the hand of school adminis tiyators . In 
1922, for example^ the Court declared that that it is within. the police 

powers of a state ,".to provide .fay law for compulsory vafccination." Zucht v .. 

• . ■ ■ ■ * • .. . . ' . * - 



King,, 260 U.S. 174, 1922, Hence, a citizen could assert no constitutional 



right t;o have his ^chiTa^tteiSa school" wieHbur"t1j^ 

which a city ordinance Required. < 

.Beginning in thq, early 1920's, and perhaps influenced by the World War, ' 

the Court entered into a^ line of cases which amount in effect to t^ right 

of child iren l^o learn, to know, to be informed, and to pursue knowledge for 

kniQwledge's sake. In Meyer v. Nebraska ; 26 U.S. 390, 1923, the' Court held 

that a Nebraska statute convicting a» teacher* for teaching German language 

to Si student was unconstitutional — an infrin^ment of the student 's Four^ ^ 

teerith Amendment rights. Two years later, reacting to an Oregon statute 

» * . • * 

also based on intolerance exemplified >y the slogan "Native, ;T\rhite , Protestant 

the Court held that no -state could interfere with the- parental right to 

determine whetherohis^ child could be education in public schools only. 

The child is not the "^'mere creature of the State," sa^d the Court. '^The State 

lacks the general power to stajidardize its children by forcing, them to accept 

j.nstruction from public teachers only." Other cases asserting the "child. 

benefit" theory and released time for religious instruction followed in » 

the 1930's and 1940's. The remark "df Victor Hugo comes to ^indt'lGreaterr 

than the tread of mighty armies is an idea whose time has come." Thus,. 

^when-~the J^axTPn Coiir..t-.j:^j(iv in 1953 > l^hg. J^jj^g^ fa d come to settle ^once ' 

and to? ail three major questions related to the power of the State over 

its citizens: 1) Does a requirement th^ blacks attend separate but equal 

schools deprive them of their constitutional rights? 2) May the state compose 

and require a prayer as a condition of school attendance?wand 3) May -a State 

\ •.*,., ' . ♦ * 

\ •- ... ■ * 



.'demand that its teachers remain loyal to it on pain of dismissal from 
their jobs? / It is the peculiar .genius of the Constitution that these 
~i^q.uesir!xift^^ c?)uld all be satis facto:Jl.ly handled by the Supreme Court without 

re/volutionf in a peaceful and authoritative manner • 

' 0 ' 

Article III of the ConBtitutiori provides for the judicial power of 

■ ■ ' ■ ■ ' ' ' '\ 

the United States to be .vested in one Supreme Court, and in such inferior 
courts as the Congress , shall frofn timfe-to time -ordain .andestablish. Students 

of the art of government point to Afcticle HI "as the most original of all 

' - * I- _ ' ^ ' • . ^ 

the' parts of the yCon5titj;ition," (Bartholomew, p. 2), "Here we have America 's 

greatest Qpntriblition to the science of government • We have a government 

• of laws* and not of men. The lack of a judiciary was onr: of the prime defects 

o€ the Articles of Confederation^" (,lS.>) 

^J^e-ev^t^^whic h^Artic l^ Illjgafc^fee^ iigalnst are the overpowering auth- 

ority of the State over its subjects, a fear which was not ViuTeal at- the time 

. » • ■* ' ■ 

the Bill of Rights was ^fiammered otif. But the Bill of Rights ap^llied at 

first only to the powers of federal government; it remained for the Fourteenth 

I ' . ^ - ■ - .. ... , . ^ ^ / 

■> ' " ' - . - " ■ ■ " 

Amendment to extend this limitation to the various States as well; The^ 
colonists sought to replace an infallible king with an/infalllble document^ 
and in many* respects they succeeded, *fortunately , beyond their fondest dreams^ 
By setting up the judiciary as a watchdog over the rights of individuals, 
tha:g__suc_ce eded in b al^anclng the interests of the State in law andorder over 



\ 



* against the freedoms of the individual in any point in time.^Without such 
a provision^ the freedoms of individual choice woul9 long ago have been 
encroached, upon, and big goveifnraent would most surely have taken over the ^, 
powers which our people so religiously worship as our individual 'jprerogatives 
as free-born, independent' citizens of the greatest nation on the%face of the 

* earth, the United States of America. 



This brings me to my fourth and final question: Is the Involvement 
of the judges. R iven the present social setting in which educational decisions 
are being made, out of proportion with the proposition that the three -co-equal 
branches of government are supposed to act as checks -and-balances upon * 
each other at all times ? The key words here are "out of proportion." Are 
the court*s powers dominating the other ^twi) branches of goverme^ to the 
detriment of individual freedoms at the expense of governmental powet? 
I cannot say with certainty that they af^ 

In 1943, Che Supreme Court considered the case of a school board 

.^requirement that any child who refused to salute the flag would be excluded 

from the/public schools. West Va,St,Bd> of Educ. v>. Barnette , 319 U.S. 624 

1943. Writing for the majority (6-3) Mr. Justice JacKsorTput it this way: 

Must a government of necessity be too strong for the liberties of v 
its people, or too weak to maintain its oim exl,stence? The ansv/er in 
the past has been in favor of strength* But thh Fourteenth Amendr^ent, 
as no\<i appliedto the States, protects the citizen against the State , 
itself arid all of its creatures, boards of education being no exception. 
That* fjoards areedueating the young for citizenship is reason for • 
scrupulous protection of Constitutional freedoms of the individual^ if 
we are not to strangle the free mind at its source and teach you|:h 
to discount important principles of our government as mere platitudes. 

When we recall that in the past our English » heritage of law has saddled 
us with a jurisprudence which values property rights over human rigHts in 
every aspect of human existence, we are reminded that as -times change, the, 

law must be dynamic^ ialidS&h5^ige~v^^ in- 

the civil rights movement , we can only be thankful in theend that the Con- 
stitution permits change, and ev^n encourages it, through the medium of the 

courts <ff iustice under law. We have indeed come a long wajn since Blackstone 

\ 

wrote in all seriousness, "The man and wife are one, and that one is the 
husband."^ ' ' ' ^ A ' * 



/ Would be we far worse off as Americans if the* Court had not intervened 
on behalf of the individu^^itizen? I believe it can be amply demonstrated 
that we would be. The Court has now taken the position as a prime defender 
of a].l democratic processes 3 principles, and institutions— in effect, the 

0 

guardian pf the national conscience in three ma jot areas: integration and 
fche rights of large classes ,of people in our society, in state criminal 
P^^oc^^ngs and the rights of prisoners, and in reapportionment of the 
state legislatures. The conscience is bottomed on the natural law contained 
in the Declaration of Independence, that all men are created equal and that 
each is endov7ed by his Creator with certain unalienable rights which cannot 
be taken away from him or her through governmental action. . • 

mat would it be like if the Supreme Court had not challenged Richard ' ' 
Nixon to turn over the tapes? |What would have happened if the Court had not 

the punisliment accorded children by ^ the State acting 

\ 

ffic'.als? T'There would we. be now if* church and state had 
been allowed^ to intermingle? Wiat if the Court had not checked the professional 

. ' .Hi 

Communist hunters in the 1950' s by its close scrut-tny of antisubversive 
iegis^tion and loyalty oaths? And what waiild it he like if .the Supreme 
Court had not ^appealed to our consciences -Jto permit silent protesters^ to 
wear black armbaiqids to. show thekr concern about" the war in Vietnam?. Clearly, 
it would be a different world entirely. 

" i^th^e- end r s-omeone-x>r-~^Gme--insti-tu^^ to -keep ^.the-.na tioa . . 

on its social course, to remfnd us as Americans that freedom must^ be re-born 
x^ith each {massing generatioa, and that that go^^ernment . of the people, by 
the people, and for the people, must in the words of Abraham Lincoln, 
not be allowed to perish from the earth. 



mandated fairness in 
through its school o 



• • • . 10 

in the words of Clark Spurlock/ a nationally Recognized scholar 
of the effect of courts on education, VThe <^teti<t^^ always been an arbiter' 
of American social destiny; today it is an accelerator of that destiny. 
Still, contrary to frequent complaint, it has hardly become the-national 



school bp^rd. Aside from its deep concern with personal rights and 
freedoms and dei^i!:e the frequency of dts desegregation orders, the Court 
remains as reluctant as* ever to interfere in most matter's subject ^o the will 
of state legislatures and local school boards." 

I echo Spurlock's sentiments, and add only that we Americans should 
be thankful that the experiment which our forefathers launched in 1776 
"to bring forth uj^on this continent a new nation^ conceived in liberty, 
and dedicated to the propositionthat all men are created equal" should 
* surviye 200 years Vather than four-score and seven. When the histqry of ^ 
democracy ds finally written, X am sure that it will contain glowing reports 
of that gbvermenit tAat survived because it w^s founded on the God-given * 
proposition that one shouJLd treat his- neighb(|)r as himself, and that in 
all matters between a citizen and his/her government, the rule of fundamental 
fairness shall prevail. . . I 

. ' ■ ; ' ■ ' ■ ft • 
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,Th1s report presents results of a study comparing the 
number and average salaries of male and female administrators 
employed In Michigan public schools during the 1973-1974 school 
year. 

Procedure * - * 

The source of data for this study was the Professional 
Personnel Register, which Is collected and maintained annually 
by the Teacher Education an^d Professional Service Department 
of the Michigan Department of Education. We obtained a computer 
tape copy.'of the 1 973-1 974 Register and wrote programs to anal- 
yze the data to produce various parts of this report. 

For each teacher or administrator the Register contains 
the person's social security number, magor assignment, salaryj 
highest degree, earned , years of experience, se^c, and other 
descriptive Information. We selected all persons'who had an 
administrative assignment as thel r ma jor res pons 1 b1 1 i ty during 
the 1 973-1974 school year. A comparison of ti\e average salaries 
of male and female administrators was made in relation to assign- 
ment, highest degree earned, professional experience. 

Comparison by Major Assignments : 




of 8;071 administrators, there wefe 6,701 (83%) males and 1,370 
(17%) females. If one accepts thfe proposition that school ad- 
ministrators should be selected from the ranks o^^eachers 
then It Is striking to see the juxtaposition of the numbers 
of female or male teachers with t^he numbers of female or male 
administrators . 

Table 1 compares the number and average salaries of male 



anfl f emal e admi ni s trators bv major as ment . It is cl ear 
that less tjian 2% of the general superintendents were fem-^/les 
and less than 5% of the assistant superl nte.ndents were females 
Average salaries of g-eneral sup-eri ntendent^sS^/Lgre $1 ,'8^ lower 
for females and average sal ar 1 ds 'of ' ass 1 s tant superintendents 
are $372 lower for females. ^ 

Similar conditions occur in the employment of male and 
female administrators for finarice and business, instruction, 
personnel, research, special education directors, state and 
federal program consultants, comm^wrTty school directors, 
vocational education directors, and continuing or a^ult 
education directors. The general pattern is a preponderance 
of males employed with average salaries substantially higher 
than their female counterparts. 
^ Among seQonda/y school principals, fewer than 3%- were 

fejnal^with average sal ari es about $500 greater than male 
secondary school principals. Fewer'than 8% of the assistant 

/ 

secondary pr*1nc1pals were females with average salaries over 



4 




$1 ,000 greater than their male counter'parts , 

About 20% of the elementary school principals In^Mlchigan 
were females with average salaries abqut $400 greater than male 
elementary principals. 

More than 50% of ' the as s 1 s tant 'el ementary; pri nc 1 pal s were 
females with average sal arl es about $300 greater than male, 
assistant elementary principals. 

Over 40% of the subject area consultants were fer^aVes but 
their average salaries were more than $4,000 below thelrf. male 
counterparts. 

There were twlce^symany female elementary consultants as 
here were male elementjrry consultants, but the average salary 
of the females was about $1,700 below the average salaries of 
male elementary consultants, 
' There were no females classified as secondary consultants^ 
About 40% of the elementary supervisors were females and 
about 25% of the secondary supervisors were females. Although 
the average salaries were similar for males and females at the 
secondary school level, the average salary of male elementary 
supervisors was almost $3,000 greater than the average salary 
of the females. 

The data Indicate a clear pattern favoring appointment of 
males to afimi n1 strati ve positions In the public schools of 
Michigan, Average salary differentials may be explained by 
regional differences in salaries, but this remains to, be 
es tabl i shed , 



Comparison by Degree : 
,J Table 2 compares the average/sal ar1 es of male a.nd fema,le 
•administrators In terms of the- highest degree achieved. .Of 
those administrators without a ^olleg-e degree-, female admini- 
strators received an average s/lary $3,0Q0 below thefr male 
counterpart. ' ^ 

^ . ' Female administrators with a bachelor's degree received 
an average saljary $2 ,000 be/low their male counterpart. Female 
"administrators with master/S degrees, specialist certificates, 



or doctorates received av/erage salaries that were\ 1 e,ss than ^ 
males' average salaries ♦yoy amounts of $800, $2,300, and $1 ,700. 
for the respective degrees. 

/ 

Comparison by Prof es s 1/ona1 Experience : ^ 

Table 3 compares/ the average salary of male and female 



administrators In tejhms of years of professional ejcjarerl ^nce . 
The average salary 0f female administrators with 1 to 10 years 
professional experfence was $2,100 less than the average 
salary of male administrators with the same range of experience. 
Female administrators with 11 to 20 years of professional exper- 
ience had average salaries $1 ,500 beloW their male counterparts.' 
Female administrators with more than 20 years professional 
experl enc^had average salaries $2,100 beTow the average salaries 
of their mal/e counterparts in the Michigan public schools. 
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TABLE 1 



COMPARISON OF ADMIMISTRATIVE POSITIONS IN MICHIGAN 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS HELD BY T^ALES OR FEMALES 
DUniM 1973-1974 



Average Average 

Male Female 

Sal arv Salary 

^ 24,767 22,925 

25,288 24,916 

22,406 17,500 

23,975 21,281 



Admlni^stratl ve ^ 
Assignment 


r No. Of 

Males 


No.af 

Females 


General Superintendent 


553 


18 


General Assistant 
Superl ntendent 


269 


13 


Admin.- of Finance and 
Business 


174 


1"4* 


Admin- of Instruction 


162 


55 


Admln^ of Plant and 
Facll It les 


63 


8 


Admin* of Employed 
Personnel 


• 94 


12 


Adml n. of Research 


.55 


12 


Secondary Pr;Ihc1pal 


1 ,025 


30 


Elementary Principal 


1 ,625 


456 » 


Asst. beconaary rrincipai 


y D / 


on 


Asst. Elementary 
Princlpar 


209 


119 


Subject Area Consult. 


87 ' 


68 


Elementary Consult. 


19 


44 


'Secondary Consult. 


31 


> 0 


< • 

Subject Area Coordinator 


231 


151 


Elementary Supervisor 


37 


24 


Secondary Supervisor 


316 


102 



24,030 JC994 

23,552 22,394 

24,193 21,451 

21,321 21,815 

# 

19,927 20,330 

19,558 20,770 



19,524 


19,865 


20,454 . 


1 5,882 


17,895 


16,183 


21 ,069 * 


0 


-18,791/ 


17,511 


22,120 


19,171 


19,739 


19,684 
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Administrative No. Of 

Assi gnment Mai es 

Special Education 

Director . 147 

State and Federal 

Programs Consultant 100 

Community School 

Director 21D9 

Vocational Education 

Director 108 

Data Processing 

Director 15 

Transportation Director ^ 

Continuing or Adult 

Education 47 



r 



No. Of 

Fen^al es 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 



Average 
• Male 
Sal ary 

20.910 

18.800 

15.343 

19,639 

20,958 
19.440 

19,300 ' 



Average 
Femal e 
Sal ary 



20,217 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
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TABLE 2 



COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE ADMINISTRATOR / 
WITH SAME HIGHEST DEGREE (1973-1974) ^ 



Highest^ 
Degree 

No Degree 
Bachel ors 
Masters • 
Special ist 
Doctorate 



No. Of 

Males 

31 



489 
5,094 
473 
414 



No. Of 
Fema 1 es 

8 



141 
1 ,006 
49 
69 



Average Average 

Male Female 

Sal ary Sal ary 

19,508 16,164 

16,914 ^ 14,563 



20,762 19,921 



22,628 20,268 



25,563 23,825 
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TABLE 3 



COMPARISON OF MALE AND, FEMALE ADMINISTRATORS WITH 
.SIMILAR NUMBER OF YEA^S EXPERIENCE (1 973-1 974). 



Years Of 
Professional 
Experience 

♦ 1 - 10 



No. Of 
Mai es 

1 ,429 



ItO.OfN 

Fe^nal es 
196 



Average Average • 
Male Female 



Sal ary 
17,713 



Sal ary 
15,518 



11 - 20 



Ov^r 21 



2,892 



2,180 



423 



654 



20,948 19,390 



22,950 20,821 



A 



ERJC - / 



10 



